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The paper begins with a discussion of several 
recently proposed analyses of nosinal cospounds in English. It is 
then suggested that the relations which lay appropriately underlie 
nosinal cospounds of the type Noun ♦ Noun can best be defined 
negatively, i.e. by listing those relations between two nouns which 
cannot underlie cowpounds rather than those which can. It is further 
argued that in order for cospound foraation to take place the 
relation between the nouns in question Bust be "appropriately 
classif icatory.** A brief exaaination of abstract coapounds in English 
and Geraan leads to the conclusion that there are probably fever 
systeaatic restrictions valid across languages on the foraation of 
abstract than of concrete noainal coapounds. The appendix to the 
paper contains a brief exaalnation of English noainal coapounds with 
a priaucy ♦ tertiary stress pattern (e.g.» bookstore) and noainal 
phrases with a secondary ♦ priaary stress pattern (e«g.t aorning 
coffee) . (Author) 
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SOME GENERAL OBSERVATIONS 
ABOUT NOMINAL COMPOUNDS* 
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ABSTRACT 

The paper begins with a discussion of several recently proposed 
analyses u£ nominal compounds in ENGLISH. It is then suggested 
that the relations which may appropriately underlie nominal compounds 
u£ the type Noun f Noun can best be defined negatively, i.e* by listing 
thus*; relations between two nouns which cannot underlie compounds 
rather than those which can. It is further argued that in order for com- 
pound formation to take place the relation between the nouns in question 
must be "appropriately classificatory". A brief examination of abstract 
compounds in ENGLISH and GERMAN leads to the conclusion that there 
are probably fewer systematic restrictions valid across languages on 
the formation of abstract than of concrete nominal compounds. The 
appendix to the paper contains a brief examination of ENGLISH nominal 
^ compounds with a primary + tertiary stress pattern (e.g. bookstbre) 

1^ and nominal phrases with a secondary primary stress pattern (e.g. 

%A """^rning coffee ). 

««4 The present paper is intended as the 'theoretical' part of a study 

t\ of nominal compounds of the structure Noun -i- Noun, I.e. compounds 

which denote a subset of the referents of the head noun (all bird dogs 
are dogs*, none of them are birds). No particular attention will be paid 
to exocentric compounds. Examples to illustrate the points made here 
will be drawn principally from ENGLISH. In the second part of the study 
nominal compounds in a number of languages will be examined in the 
light of the considerations set forth below. 
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C\.ii*iaerui(4 the .uuiMUit ut el tort that l.as uver the years been devoted 
to ihe analydib .4 luunmal cum pounds m various languages it seems 
quite remarkable that tht re is any aspect o£ these construction* which 
has nt.l as yet been tuHy explt»red. I hope to show that such aspects 
do. however, exist, and that some recent treatments of compounds o£ 
cunsiderable u>rmal Suphisticatitm have failed to come to grips with 
certain very basic issues. 

het«»re we i^urselvea come ti» grips with these issues Some other points 
must be dealt with brietly. One ut these is the productivity of compcund- 
mj; p.itterns. Tlud matter has been dealt with by Lees (I960) and a number 
uf subsequent writers,^ one quotation from a recent treatment will do 
here: A im re truitful approach to the entire problem is to ask whether 
uonnnal compuands . . . are merely a list of items like a set of vocabulary, 
tir whether the laiitjuages involved possess certain mechanisms which 
allow the native speaker to use compounds creatively. If the former is 
true, there xa tu> !ieed tor any underlying structures of compounds. One 
simplv generates* the comjiounds by listing them. If the latter is true, 
the task ol the hnnuisl is to describe such mechanisms. " (Li 1970, 68). 
Clearlv it is the latter which is true for many types of compounds. It 
IS not necessary lor a speaker of E3MGUSH to have previously encountered 
and memorized, .is t unit, the compound mustard Stain in order to ask 
the dry cleaner to please be sure and get that mustard stain out. This 
leaves us with the problem of deciding just what the nature of the com- 
pound-generating mechanism ouf-ht to be. 

In the recent literature we find two types of proposals for such mechanisms. 
What can be described as a nun-semantic mechanism is presented in con- 
siderable detail by Lees (I960). Botha (1968), in his study of AFRIKAANS 
nontinal compounds, uses a basically similar model, although he notes 
certain inadequacies and proposes some additions which we need not 
go into here. Basically this model generates nominal compounds by 
means of transformational rules from the same kinds of deep structures 
that underlie full sentences and the deep structures that the compounds 
are derived from are themselves generated by rewrite rules which refer 
only to syntactic categories and features. In other words, the approach 
to syntax involved here is. for the earlier version (e.g. Lees I960), 
that of Chomsky (19S7), and, for the later version (e.g. Botha 1968) 
that i.t Chomsky (I'^OS).^ To give a concrete example, marrow bone 



E.g. Schachter 1962. Householder 1962, Botha 1968. 

^ I shall on the whole ignore aspects of the non-semantic model 
which an up-to-date proponent of it would by now have abandoned because 
of fundamental changes in the area of syntactic theory. The general con- 
text in which it will be discussed is thus that of the Chomskyan Aspects 
view of syntax and semantics. For a discussion by Lees of compound 
generation withm this general framework see Lees (1966). 



%H derived Irian Ttu; b*MUf h.\ H mi. if row (mt rather frt>m the deep 
fiitrttclure iimli^rlyin^; that ht»iit»'nc 1% henri»it»rth thin provision will be 
taken tur p ranted) vi:i bo ne whirli hat^ ma r row' and bonr with marrow 
(Lt^es r>t»0, IM). It is of course clear thai Hottie of thn transformationa 
that have been abs}u;Yied to be iqierativr iii the derivation of compounds 
must be of a very spiT:al type not nncountered elsewhere in granmiars. 
If drdftun poison could be derived, armm^ other thmRS. both from Tht? 
poi nsun is from a draRon and The poison is for a draf;»n (cf. Lees P*»»0* 

then jiiiroe el»*ments whirh .ir«» r<*levant to the semantic inter- 
f>retalion i>f these sentenc«»s liavi* been deleted irriTovfrably, This 
point was first raised in .t review of Lfer»' bof»k bv Rohrer (1^»>6). and 
has recently been discuHsed by Lees (1^»7(»).^ Ler's notes that in trying 
to account fi>r how .i |»ramtnatic«i1 analysis with VfHi-deleting trans- 
formations nui^ht underlit' «♦ he.*r»*r's *ntorpretation an arbitrary 
compound i>f the subject -ob|#Tt type <e* gt bedb up from The bug infests 
beds ) we must assiiriu' i ithfr <!) that the heur^ir understands every such 
compound U> be as many w.^yt'* an^biguous as them an* different verbs 
which could have appeared m the underlying structure or {Z) that the 
granunar associates ^xptu itly with eac h oh iert -and -subject pair just 
those verbs which may he deleted in the formation of allowable compounds 
(Lees 1*^70. 180). Lc's then sumi*e2>t& analysis of compounds which, 
in contrast with the tme he had proposed earlier, ^s no longer non-semantic . 
We :iihall return t«> thiti propos?,il below. 

In a new study by Lila and Henry Gleittiian (1970) syntactic rules for 
the generation of cor^i pounds an? given--the great majority of compounds 
being derived from relative clauses, e.g. matNdog from the dog who 
brings the mail ■-'-but some qtiestions are raised about a tr.insformational 
derivation of compounds X la Lei*s (I960). 'There are two problems. 
the Gleitmans observe, "that make it difficult to treat compounds as 
transformational processes: there are systematic difficulties in re- 
covering deleted material* and the af^sociation between relatives and 
compounds is not symmetrical, not quite meaning-preserving.* At the 
same time, what is deleted is not utterly unknown (good guesses can 
be made at the appropriate verb), nnd there is a qua si paraphrastic, 
close to meamng-preserving. relation. We have reflected the systematic, 



See now also Gleitman (1970. 9U4). 

It has been noted earlier that compounds are generic (''... not 
every man who removes the garbage is a garbage -man. Only a man who 
occupationally. customarily, eternally removes the garbage is a garbage- 
tiian. . . . ttian wh<i removes the garbag e is a definition of garbage-man » 
but the ciuwerj^e is not sensible. '') 
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i;t iii rattVLs nature t»l the relation in rule liv) [the ruUt that generates 

muiUdog h .ind we hiive claimed as well (by specifying £roVB) 
that the underlying verb is not recc»verahle hy .iny gem' rati ve process 
that w«' km»w oC. W»: hwo thus implicitly relen*^**^** P^'f^Wem of 
the appropriate verb t»» thv semantic component i»f th" p,i**mmar, where 
we hav.' murh comiwnv »n our if»noranc'J . " (Glfitman 1'»vn. 
They t t.nchid** th.»t it lu tn hi- regardtid as unlikely "th.'t rnmpnunds 
and rel.'t've rlauses will be found to be in a derivation;'' relation. '* 
and express their helo f "that thia process of word formation will appear 
as a systematic part the 1«'xu on. along with the varimm affixing rules . .. 
which It c h>bi ly n •^t•mbl.;t^. " t??). The Gleitman mod»;l can be regarded 
as prima rilv .^yntactit- with tifm rntir question marks. 

Th«' other type of merhnnism for rompound generation we ran call 
semantic. Proposals for such mechanisms can be found in Brekle (1970). 
whit-h presf nts the mott rarcfuHv wi>rked out model. Lees (1970). and 
Li (1'»70). l-i's analysis is as yet vt^ry preliminary, and clearly in- 
adequate m st>me unportant ^e^.pects. A detailed discussion of it would 
be premature; suffice it to say that lA proposes a convention which allows 
two nouns to be concatenated to fcirm a rompound noun, and that each 
one of his compound-generating mrrhamsmf. consists of this convention 
toj;ether with a condition specifying the semantic relationphip between 
the » cjiistituents of the compounds it generates. Thus the semantic rela- 
ti»m for one typt? of com|K>und is specified as 'Ng denotes a protective 
device .«j;ainst Nf. .^nd the comptMindmg mechanism with which this 
semantic specification is associated has as its output compounds such 
as sunulasses. gas mask, flea collar, fly paper , raincoat (cf. Li 1970. 
M.*-lin. 

Brokle (r>70) develops his system on the basis of semantic deep structures 
repre.sonted in terms of the calculus of functions of symbolic logic. 
These deep structures represent sentence contents ('SatKbcgriffr') from 
which ntinnnal compounds are derived by rules of several ditf* i < nt types. 
One of the most important features of Breklc's system arc h\t rules 
of topicalixatitm. whirh enable him to derive compounds with different 
head constituents from thr snme sentence content. Thus from a sentence 
content which can inform.ally be represented as 'some fish being in some 
pond' It would be possibb? to generate, by topicali^ing fish, the compound 
pond fish, while the topical i7.at ion of pt>nd would le^d to fish pond. A 
detailed discussiv.n of Brt-klo s proposals would tak. us considerably beyond 
the scope of the present paper. His studv. while it deals with many im- 
portant problems and contains a number of valuable insights, strikes me 
as having an insufficiently semantic basi*. for a model with a purportedly 
»'8.it/.9emmtisch'' deep structure. A brief look at some of Brekle's re- 
lalion.il predir^ites will lU-.s^trate what I have in mind. Thus the symbol 
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CAl^S repreHcnttt a rriatum which is* ghiss^ecl *verur»achen*. and 
we arc tuld- *'Im Vurhcrcnch diciscr Rclatiun tretenfPradikati^ auf, di^ 
wetter clurch dai Morknial ** ^ agunft"* d^^ifi^iert werden niUsien» d.h. 
ala ^Verursacher*' von EreigniSRen und Handlungcn kommt niir eine 
bestimnite Untermcnf^e aller [Pri^dikaf<j stnnvollerwrisc infrage^** 
(Brekle V)70, The symbol AEFF ropresents either the relation 

*afii£ieren' or the relation *etfi£ii«ren\ and appears in deep structures 
as a complex terni of the rclatiun represented by CAUS (Brekle 1970»117)* 
When we look at corii|>uund types, wr find that a deep structure of the fornn 

CAUSjw, AEFF(R,y)] 

is said to underlie bug spray , chaatify belt, cowboy and tone arm » among 
other ciumpounds (with ti»picali^atHm of vjf and deletion of R^)^ (Brekle 1970, 
16 J). This means that spray , belt, boy and arm are all regarded by 
Drekle %^s being characterised by the feature " '^agens*^ It seems cle&r» 
however, that in any oven minitnally adequate semantic sy&tem only boy 
can be vtewed as an agent in the cited compounds, while spray t belt 
and arm are all instruments* The? same deep structure is furthermore 
postulated for Nixen hatc^r (p. Iu4). with the symbol being replaced 
by the avjentive suffix -er > Thus the hater is regarded as a '^Verursacher** 
and th<: hatee as an affected object* which seems, semantically speaking, 
at best %i doubtful analyst ). Similar examples could be cited in consider** 
able numbers. In general. Brekle *s purportedly semantic analysis seems 
to be far too much influenced by a traditional subject -and -^object view 
of sentence structure; as a result of this suriacist bias the book is 
freqtiently ntarreJ by a facile identification of •'agent'* with "subject" and 
other er;urs of a similar kind. 7*his is not to say that a compound* 
generati«i|^ model of the general type proposed by Brekle is in principle 
incapable of providing a satisfactory analysis of compounding, but in 
its current atate it is too much of a syntacto-semantic hybrid to be very 
persuasive. 

We now return to an examination of the recent suggestions put forward 
by l^es (1970). Lees proposes th it the deep structures underlying 
nominal compounds are best regarded ns being of the type presented 
by Fillmore (1968), noting that **such an analysis permits a much finer 
distinction and a closer connection between the meanings of a compound 
and its daep syntactic structures. and that *'it may also afford a deci<- 
sion on the problem €>f indiscriminate verb ellipsis.** (Lees 1970, 181)* 
Let ix% look at a couple of analyses in this framework: air rifle , motor 
car, steamboat, water wheel, windmill arc all said to be derived from 



As \n illustration. \u tho deep structure underlying cowboy w " boy. 
R herd or some similar verb, cow. 



.1 tifep structure iif the turni 



Verb- •Object --Instrument 

via an intermediate stage 

Instrument V-s Object*** 

Lees* notes that the V of each tnetnber of ihi^ set of compound ''may be 
viewed as a variant of lh%! verbs impel , encrgiac t activate , power, propel * 
etc . flf^ then goes on ti» observe that **&t may be possible to associate 
otie, or a small numbi r t>t generali;&ed verbs with certain classes of 
compi»unds by fixed j; grammatical rulct so that the compounds in question 
need m^t bf* described by the grammar in such a way as to imply that they 
are indefinitely ambiguiMis. (Lees 1970^ 181-2). By ^^generalised verb^ 
is meant the minimal set of Semantic features which characterise all 
the n^embers of a set of verbs such as impel , ene rgize , and so forth. 
Anothe r group of compounds e. g, battle fatigue , blood stain, diaper 
rash, fmger prmt, hay fever, saw dust, soap suds is analysed as 
bemg derived from the same V-0*I deep structure, with the generalised 
verb m these cases having the semantic features common to cause , yield, 
engender , emit , produc e, etc.'' Some compound types are said not to 



A Somewhat similar approach is outlined in Dokulil (1964), except 
that DokuliL unhke Fillmore and Lees, regards the categories involved 
m word lormatum as purely conceptual and outside the province of syntax. 

^ A smiilar suggestion can be found in Gleitman (1970) : ^^Nevertheless, 
in some way (unknown to us) a partial semantic specification does seem 
to be associated with liun«" house. All of the relative clauses we gave as 
examples .ibove [ a house for a lion, a house belonging to lions , a house 
suitiible for Hons ] had the sense of dwelL o ccu py. If one conceives a 
^r.imtTiar in whul: only such general semantic features, and not spt»cific 
verbs such ;is dwelL live , are the elements of base structure, then the 
objection we \uivv raised [relating to different but compatible readings 
ot a compound* e.g. the different paraphrases for lion^^house just given) 
IS effectively eounterfd, ,mcl our decisit^n to treat the verb . . • as unspeci*- 
lied iigam seems q'ie* t ioual>le** , M<iri« important, there are innumerable 
cases where comp(Min»i.: are atnen«ible to many incompatible, Semantically 
distinct interpretation.. . Here ambiguity , surely not vagueness , seems 
the better descriptivf term. A rule , • . which specifically calls for a pro* 
Verb docs r*ot 'xplicrale th;s ambiguity, " 



require h|ieciat a:*guttiptttmH ahimt the un'liTlyin^* verbt since this verb 
can be reificirdeU as Uete rni tnutl by the nuMning ot the head mmn (c-'g* 
brick masuiif gunsmith t hnrsi! d«ictur) > Aiter setting up seven main 
classes «»t compounds based un deep stnicttires in which nouns appear 
f^s ciise-niurkcd cutnplettients uf verbs* t^^^s on to observe that 

•*the"Fe are* • . still other large cla ^s uf ct/tnponnds which may not 
reflect tfie syntactic lelatmns ctMtip;.- lents uf a verb but rather 

those uf the constituents of certain copula if. «.tenrc!S» or thuse of the 
genitive constructtons. etc. * (I •'^-t* IS*;). He then gives a few 

eXfimples of types 'not yet fully mvestigati d. such as Object/Property 
( collar sia^e» vapor pressure ). Whole /Part r/owheadt cart wheel ♦ 
whalebone). Form ( brick cheest* > fireball )> His final conclusicn is 
thtit **niore sophisticated analysis in the study c^f compounding provides 
some evidence for the vu .v th»U the d<(*epe&t syntactic structure of expres- 
sions is itself a mure or I^^bb direct pict .re of tl.t ir semantic descriptions. 
(Lees VnO, IrtS). 

It seems clear that l.ees^ new analysis is in sotiio irtiport.tnt respects 
superior to that in Lees (I'h^O). t or one thing, it is no lunger necessary 
to worry about such pseudo-problems a:i whether battle fatigue should 
be derived from an underlying The battle causes fatigue or from The 
fatigue Ci>mes from battle > Th«» dei?p structure underlying the compound 
would, in the new view, simply ccmtain battle and fatigue as case**marked 
nouns (I ees suggests Instrument and Object, respectively); presumably 
these nouns have the same case functions in the two sentences cited above 
as possible non* semantic sources l<*r batth* fatigue , Another advantage 
IS that a solution is now proposed for the problem of indefinite ambiguity 
caused by vc rb deleti »n. It should be noted, however, that this is done 
at the expense of adding a new kind uf lexical entry to the dictionary* 
namely the above mentiui cd ^j^imerali^ed verbs'*. These would apparently 
occur only in deep structures underlying nominal compounds* and would 
all be marked fur deletit n by a special deletion rule. 

One objec tion that had bt en raised to Lees' earlier analysis still applies* 
This is that the settiantic content «if all compounds appears to be treated 
as being essentially similar, and given by the deep structures assumed 



There is u( course the further problem of deciding whether the 
case functions proposed by Fillmore constitute an adequate universal 
set. Thus battle cle.irly differs in fun>:tu n from an instrument mani- 
pulated by an agent; it is not rlear. ho*ve*vcr. whether it should neverthe- 
less be regarded as ^nstrurufut. witK di!ft»renre being ascribed to its 
inherent !mc i iing, o/ \vlu*tb«T scnnfthmi* a Cause case shoold be 
•idded t«» tht» uivetUofy. 



tu anderhu the cuinpound»» But while iuch a treatment will do for 
cutiipuunds like car uhceU it will nut do for lexicaliiied compounds 
hkf bedbug s A bcdbag i» nut any huR that happens to infest a bed. 
but ^ particular kind of bug. and it is a bedbug whether it infests a 
bed or nut, Let?^' analssis may account for the original coining of the 
ciiinpound , but it doMj* not account for its use as what might be called 
a cuitiplex lexiC4il item. Clearly their tendency to bnromn l«>:icalised 
IS an mip^rtant aspect of compounds, and should not be totally ignored 
m vn\ tfiMtment of this subject.^ 

In spite of some shortct)mingii» hovvf%'er. Lees* approach embodies 
ati ttiip »rtant insight. lumiely. that some sort of specification must be 
4ivi'ii lur thi- ! inctumsi that chararfnri?,e the nouns entering intocom* 
pMtauJs, I had n^yself titarted out, when I first began to worry about 
c«»nipotincls» bcvcral year» agiit with thn pleasingly simple and gen^^ral 
notion that any relatum between the two nouns of an N^N compound 
would doJ^ In this view, the perception of any relation whatsoever 
betv/ei:n two nouns would provide a sufficient criterion for the generation 
ot a I onipi»und. and aM that a hearer could expect upon hearing some 
novel Ci>oipound would be that the speaker using it had in mind •'some 
»ort o! relation * between the constituent nouns. But this Will not do, 
as can {>•• seen b\ Kiokmp at a few ill -formed compounds. Thus we 
cann >i i;et a compound bone dog meaning 'dog lackmg a bone*.^^ Nor» 



T > sp« \K or .1 'tendency to become lexicalised* and to leave it at 
that IS a herio ovcrsimpUfication of a complex problem. It seems 
tairlv coMr that «>orne ronipounds are lexicalised as soon as they are 
createcK or rather they arc created as names for a particular referent. 
Thus» I suspect that bedbug was probably never used to refer to any and 
all hugs that n^ti^ht be found in beds, but was rather coined as a name 
lor cuoex Icctularius, Notice also such compounds as bulldog, gri^pefruit , 
dollarfish. 

This turns ani not to be novi»l notion. Some sixty-five years ago 
Henry Bradley stated: "The gem^ral meaning of this class of compounds 
mipht be e^cpressed by saymg that the noun which is formed of the two 
nouns A and B means *a B which has some sort of relation to an A or to 
A*8 in general. '* (Bradley 1*^0^. 113). 

Motsch notes (apparently citing a conclusion reached by Heidolph 
in his dissertation): **Als semantisches Merkmal der Komposita ergibt 
sich ^. B. ♦ dap sie koine privat'ven Beziehunpen ausdrlfcken kdnnen. 
Ntit 'lu'Sfttj Merkn^al stehcti S!c ri#»ge!>f at/. z\i Adjekti vde riv lonen. 
die <i .rrh -1os> >f rei bolcho Verh.*<^ltnissf br/.tMrhnen kHnnen.** (Motsch 
l^^j;. I *- SO). Untortunately Moidvilph/s dissertation (Bc^^iehungcn /.wischei 
Ktnnpositum und attributiven Substanti vkonstruktioncn in der dctitschcn 
Ge^enwartssprache (Berlin, l^rd)). was not available to me. 



AH Ji'hn U..HB h.iH pumtftl uut» i tti thf ri'la!i«»n 'A is between two H'» 
uniUThe a cc)nipo\;«<l. h«>'»ttc *re«-' t annot ttM'an 'tree standing between 
twti lu.uMee**. C hue. >Uae jjirl wnttld not be generated or underttood as 
njeanini; 'girl w!n. lutes* ch«»ct»late In fact, one can gc* on indefinitely 
makuiij up coif.poumls which cannot be related to certain sentences or 
sent.ttitic structures in which the tw«. ctmstituent nouns appear. What 
iH n.»t entir«'Iv clear t.» n»e is whether positive' characteristations of 
t i»t!ipi..tti«! types y u h as thitse proposed by Lees, Brekle. and Lt (and, 
ui c..ur!»c'. many ..thi rs) can ewr achiovc the goal c»f an exhaustive 
aeiiintitm ot .uceptable conipount^s. l»y positive characterization I 
mean a pairmjii i»t surface compounds with some sort of underlying 
structure, with the ultiniale goal that any acceptable compound must 
cunfonn t»» one t»! the listed pairings. My impression in looking at 
must analvse** t.t conipcmnds is that simie sort of generative appara*u8 
18 set up ft»r attested compounds and that the analyst, having done this 
with \%h itever degree of exhausti vencss his memory and industry, as 
wfll an available dicti»»naries and texts, permit, assumes at the end of 
his endeavor i that he has given a reasonably adequate characterization 
ot what » t>nstitut»»s an acceptable compound in the language. An interest - 
in,; departure from the procedure just outlined is made by Li, who pro- 
poses thai thijre are cotopounds which should not be regarded as the 
product of any con pounding mechanism that is to be imputed to speakers 
us part ut their linguistic competence. Some examples are: c radle 
song a song to lull a child in the cradle to sleep', dishwater 'water in 
which one has washed dishes', death mask 'a cast of the face taken just 
after death', timber line 'the upi>er limit of tree growth on mountains 
and in the arctic region'. Li ch>ses his discusbitm of these compound^ 
as f«»llo\%8: 'These c»»m|H>und8 are not idioms as in the case of redcap . 
gnakepit . etc. They arc created almost explicitly for the sake of con- 
venience. Each one is different from the other, and none of them form 
a type which may have a nitiibor of compounds. In other words, there 
is no productivity to spcik of, and there exists no mechanism which 
generates them. The only way to generate them is by the trivial method 
of listing. In view of these compounds, one may conclude that compoundi 
m isolatetl instances, also serve as a means for telegraphic speech and 
[as a) coTiStruction (for) prov ding special terminologies or names." 
(Li l'>70. 7J-1). Li thus tii'ies the position that there is a listable set 
of compounding patterns (he setc ip twenty-four, which he finds imple- 
mented in both ENGLISH and CHINESE). wl that these can be regarded 
.as adequately delimiting the competence aspect of compound generation. 
There will pros imably in all languages be some compounds which do 
not conform to these patterns, but these. Li holds, can appropriately 
be regarded as unpredictable and idiosyncratic, i.e. as lying outside 
the domam i\>r which a system.it c description is responsible. Although 
this viev\ IS attractive, I di> not believe that it is correct. For one thing. 
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thiTf are iuur^e, other, similar coni|Hiunda in existence* (e»gi. life 
r>iaHk> Bnow t UK' ). This, however, iH a trivial t>bject;ori, emce the 
e\ii*tencr ot tWi^ or three furfiis. rather than one* obviously is not 
£»ut!icietit ti» rleitum^trate the prodiictivity of a pattern (thus ftuffixation 
With the clittunutive *hna can hardly he regarded as a productive process 
iti !*\Cll ISIf). H^r^wipti mure s»ericius is the nbjection that any existing 
i iitnp *wnd ran presumably serve as a nnodel fur the pniduction of others. 
St* that k;ivfn fli&ih\vater sumeuue niight come up with footwater *water 
ii» vvKiih one has washed one's feet*. This observation too. however^ 
iloeM not really get to the heart o{ the matter, w^h'ch is whether the 
mme ration by a speaker ut a compound with no apparent model should 
uetessarily be regardetl as somehciw deviant. It is my feeling that it 
•ihoultt r»t»l- rnfcirtunately it is impossible to prove conclusively that 
tnv p%»sition IS the correct one; this is something everyone must decide 
tiif himselt in solitary ccmt rim^ltlon with his linguistic intuition. The 
best I can dti is ti> provide some examples of unusual compounds and let 
t!ie reader decide whether they unduly stretch the limits of ENGLISH* Let 
us assume (prompted by the suggestion of cradle son^) that the sirens 
encotiniered by Odysseus had been native speakers of ENGLISH; it is my 
pi^sition that they could quite appropriately have referred to their tong 
as ship son^ (which might be paraphrased as *song sung to sailors in 
passing ships', or something of that sort), or death song (*song sung to 
lure sailors to their death*), or reef sonp (*song sung to lure sailors 
unto the reef*). Another example, this one with a modern context, is 
p.ir:*.pkin has . This was ut*cred on a bus which was transporting those 
metnhers i»t .in exc\irsion group who did not want to stop and buy pump* 
kms on the way to Berkeley (the trip took place a few days before 
Iltilh Aveen). As the bus was approaching a pumpkin field along the 
rtnid It slowed down, whereupon someone exclaimed, **Hey. don't stop, this 
isn't a pumpkin bus! It one wanted to paraphrase pumpkin bus one 
wii .M have t«> (h» So by si»Mie expression such as *bu3 for people who want 
ti« buv pumpkins*, althoiigh it should be pointed out that the coiner of 
this compound did not of course have to ha/e this or any other specific 
underlvHi^ strticttire m mind when he uttered it. I urge the reader to 
nuike up other unusual compounds for himself and to examine how normal 
4»r tlfviant thev seem linguistically. 

What the afiproach !>c^seu on a positive characterization of compounds 
seems to itupU is that, in or<ier to prochicc a nondeviant compound, a 
speaker n^ast ai some way check its underlying structure against his 
list c»f possible compounding rules to see if it matches the input to one 
i>f then^. I Joubt very much that this is in any sense an accurate model 
oi cott>pound formation. Thus Vir fairlv comprehensive !ist of compounds 
ot the tspe 
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jjivtMi by I.i^fH (P*7tK iiMittung titi Nubtypi* whtch wiiulr! accruinodatc* 

WiitiT w!uch 6*,»imii» to bo .iti tMjtiri'Iy niuxci^ptiun iblf rcmipuand 

111 the noii.'ii* uf 'dtvuuni; tsint nttnent ^ (ani?NCrptn»n*ibli* in principle^ tbat 
ifl; Its u'lual ft*rttiatio!i wtth t!uit ineaninn svutild, givon thi* pn^sent lexical 
ci rc\ini»t. uu es t»f KNGIiSII^prcHiuiiablv be inlubitcd by the exi«tence c*f 
tht* teriii MUHt; ro M). This* cotiipfMind 1 «>ulil )tv paraphratird by some- 
thitii; like VVLjrnt u»rH the rnd t«» frnd w.itef'. Mid find tB a verb which 
chies not tit wry ^vell intti any ?M thi- •'^enfrah/i^d verb" niches pru'^dcd 
by I.eeH. And t.MirHc the verb in this iM»e ib not recunslrucliblc 
tr-iin the nieaningirf tlielieail noun* Vet all thifii doqs not appear tii make 
itft* ijener aMon deviant.'** It may of eour&e be true tha* in interpreting 
ti t^iiinpount! .\ !ieart»r svinihi ht it into one of thi! inor^* prevalpnt types* 
but It aiectne* to he typically the caso th.ii %v!:er. hv doe» nut Succeed in 
doinn; so hv report to nuire I.tMcifMl uiti:rpretatH»ntt. or--if he has 

been uucce4ii»tul wiW neve rthi»h* accept other* luiexpected intof- 
pretafitinb as h^i^ «s tfu \ ar»» not f\eludi»<l by some ^enornl constraint 
(5>t»e belo\v)» even •luji'h he eiay not havi* had a mothd for snch an 
inti rpretatoui in hth n^pcrtotre ot familiar compounds. 

If the p*>.mtioti mst M itlined is ci>rrect. where does this leav»» our earlier 
cotitentiun that nut \H conceivable rehitions between two nouns can appro- 
prialelv underlie ccunpountl'* It is my impression that the most promising 
appr(*ach to reconcihnii; thefi:;e two at f>rst qlance apparently contradictory 
vu*^^s iH to ih.o.(!i,n t^.** attetop! an i-vi^oisti vi» positive characterization 
of i titnpiiund t\p<'s>. aad to pursue the apprtMch suggested by the Heidolph- 
Motsch ob!*ervatum citeil above. i.e,to try and <lef»ne those relations which 
caniuU imderlic compounds. It that can be adequately done» one need 
then only ^ay that itny other n latoin can a.^propriately lead to the formation 
of ,1 w t>oip itind. even thoujjh it may not belong to one of the types commonly 
encmmtered tn the I:ui^uage • These most common types, incidentally* 
seem to me to result from the frequent reference to certain charactt*ristics 
which are apparently universally used for distinguishing different species 
of a genus (tiisin^ t!ie terms loosely) in the real world, e.g. appearance 
( sailfi sh). purpose ^ teaspt uml , lypu al location( ficld mouse) > To come 
back to what we tni^ht ill a negitive definition of acceptable compounds: 
whether this is a workable approach is a question that cannot be answered 
without a great deal of further study • All I can do at present is throw 
out a few hints* Ft»r one thing, the Heidolph-Motsch criterion seems 
essentially correct, kTiifc bf>x cmntit conceivably be used to refer to a 



*^lt 18 perhapfii wtirth noting tli.it Wtiti^r rod does not conform to any of 
the twenty-four C4»mpout>d tyfH!« of la (1**70) either. 



buK which typically has ru> knives in it« As for location in space and 
time, ct>incidence seems to be required, i.e. location of the referent 
of one noun at <>r w ilhm the area or period refer rod to by the other, 
except that tor &pace adjacencc will apparently alto do. Sea tovyn is 
possible U>r a town on the cc^ast* but not for a town far from the sea; 
river road could refer tr> a road that runs near a ri^^nr as well as to 
a rchid leading to a river; Wednesday lecture cannot rnfer to a I'^cture 
givi*n on Tuesday, Wednesday, or Thursday (a moment's reflection 
will show that such sentences as *This week I'm giving my Wednesday 
lecture on Tuesday' are not real counterexamples to this claim) • Re- 
lations which imply some sort t^f rejection .ire not appropriately mentioned 
m the compound. War hater is all right, but war man in the sense of 
•man who dislikes, denounces, etc. war' is not (althtiugh it will do in 
the sense of 'irian who is in favor of war'). One might perhaps say that 
any sort of distancmg relationship is imlikely to be appropriate as the 
source of compounds* but "distancing relationship" is obviously such a 
vague term as to bo nearly useless. That is, given somr? specific re- 
lation, it seems fairly unlikely that diffe^rent judges wiuld necessarily 
a^ree on whether it should or should not be classified as a distancing 
relation. And m this rather unsatisfactory state we shall, unfortunately » 
have to abandon the study of the relations which can, or cannot, underlie 



acceptable compounds.**^ 

Having thus cleared the decks (not entirelyt it is to be hoped, by sweeping 
things under the rug) we can proceed to the basic issues announced in 
the first ptiragraph of this paper. What I want to focus on are the neces- 
sary conciitions that must be fulfilled /or compounding to occur appropriately* 
given that sortie^^elationship obtains between two nouns that is not marked 
[ *com pounding ) . Many discussions of compounds make the explicit or 
implicit assumption that compounding can be regarded as an optional 
pri>cess». i.e. that given a semantic (or syntactic, or semantactic) under- 
lyirtH structure of an appropriate forn> speakers are free either to derive 
coMipo»iii«ls from it or to encode it in sentential form. (This statement 
dues nnt appiv to Li's compound -gi'ncrating mechanism, which is distinct 



The usu.il distinction between occurring and grammatical forms 
ill course applies here too. That is* the kinds of restrictions on com- 
poundinn; ttiat wt- have discussed need not necessarily be abandoned if 
sonie cot!)p<)\nidb turn up thiit violate' thtmi --as longt at least* as such 
apparent counterexamples can reasonably be rcgtirded as somehow 
devi.mt • 
14 

Ah a Consequence tfi this empluisis it is non-lexicalised compounds 
which will reciMve tiiost o! our atti ntion. 
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t>4>m the BvX of rule* that prodtice sentenctss, nor to Brekle^s^ although 
m his system the only factor that consistentl% distinguishes the structures 
underlying compounds from those underlying sentences is the absence of 
the feature of assertion in the former, ) This approach would imply that 
it is quite normal for someone to say Look at that street dog interchange* 
ably with Look at that dog in the Street , or Don't break the table glass 
interchtingealdy with Pon t break the glass on the table. Since these 
expressions are in fact not interchangeable the sentences with com- 
p%>und5> are surely both somewhat odd something more must be involved. 
Brekle has briefly examined what this something might be» confining 
him self » however, to the distinctive element in compounds o£ the type 
Adj * Noun (e.g. blackbird s madman). He stiggests that the predicate 
•habiluaUy' nr 'specifically' is involved (Brekle 1970, 148) ("dcr psychische 
Zustand ernes madman mup als HABITUELL gestOrt betrachtet werdem 
im Vergleich mit Vhnlichen tempor^'r begrenxten Zuslfiinden der mad men' * 
[Brekle l^*it>. 21]).^^ This additional predicate is necessary in order to 
give expression to the fact that the set containing the referents of the 
compound is a stibset of the set containing the referents of the syntactic 
group (all blackbirds are black birds* but there are black birds which 
are not blackbirds). The Gleitmans (1970) come back to this issue several 
times and at some lengtli. For Adj ^ Noun compounas they note that "this 
pattern is used most often (though not exclusively) to indicate that a proper 
name some particular species or type is intended^ (Gleitman 1970, 86) 
and then go on: • . the compound, by being a compound, implies a name, 
some unitary character to the relaticmship among the elements. In some 
sense* the ovaputs t>f this constructionally regular process tend to lose 
their constructional character. . • This problem exists similarly for 
various kinds c>f compounds. . • The compound becomes a name. • . " (87). 
They suggest a rule which can be paraphrased as 

Adi 

An expression Nj which is named ^ ^l ' ^^^^ primary stress on 

the second element, becomes Adj * N. . with primary stress on 

N * 

the first element. (H8) 

Two more p.issages are relevant liere: *The person who says owl-house 
does not expect his hearer to interpret this as a house that owls fall on 
the house my owl flew by> Houses are not generally characterized 



^ Since any attribute can in principle be regarded as specific, i.e. 
as distingmshmg the category of entities which possess it from the 
category of entities which do not possess it (e.g. all those cats crossing 
a street at the present moment as opposed to all those not doing so) 
-spectf»c*m Drekle's discussion shuuld presumably he interpreted as 
meanmq somet^ung like •crittmal f«^r the definition of somc^ non-^ad-hoc 
categ-^ry ' . 
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by a regular tendency to be fallen upon by owls. • • .the elements of 
a compound are ielt to form a unit that is somehow integral* generic* 
or necessary » not one that is shortlived or capricious* {9l^Z)^^ And 
further: "Notice that compounds are exactly equivalent to all other 
nouns in the sense that they are in a definitional relation with generic 
relative clauses. • . , Eskimo Dog and Husky are synonyms (neither is 
a definition of the other)» that is. both are defined by the same generic 
relative [dog of no particular brend that is used by Eskimos)*^ (97). 

The relations that obtain bctwetcn the constituents of a compound are 
characterized* as we have seen» by such terms as "habitual*, "specific** 
"generic", "integral I* is certainly true that these and similar criteria 
do apply to largtr niinibi*rs of compnundSt but 1 think it can be shown 
that none of tiem is necessary for compound formation. When I say: 
*1 can't find my !)us mont^y* 1 tnay perfectly well be rnferrJng to some 
coins 1 put in a pocket with the intention of using them to pay my bus 
faro. It is not necessary that I habitually put money in my po^ ket for 
this purpose if I wnnt to use the compound bus money. Or tak'^ th« 
abovcmentioned pumpkin bus the relation between bus and pumpkin 
is quite fortuitotis. nevertheless the compound seems* undor the rircum* 
stances, appropriate. The following armchair experiment may be of 
some help here: Let us imagine two speakers of ENGLISH walking along 
together. One of them sees a cloud which to him looks somewhat like 
a kangaroo. He thereupon turns to his companion and says, pointmf* 
to the cloud. 

(1) Hey» there*s a cloud that lookr. like a kangaroo! 
(i) Hey* look at that kangaroo cloud! 

(2) seems distinctly odd in this context. The reason for this oddness. 
we might surmise* is that the relation between cloud and kanp ar o o 
is neither habitual or generic. But let us now look at a second situation. 
Another two people arrr walking along under the same circumstances, 
only they belong to a peculiar sect foi^ the adherents of which certam 
accidental rej^cr Oil.tnc of re*il world obiects have great importance 
as suppfisedly presaging future events. Seeing marsupial-liko objects 
happens, for those people* to be an omen of great prosperity. Under 
these conditions I submit that (2), as well as (l)t would be an appv*opriate 
utterance for wtu >f ihctic men. If that is true we must ask what it could 
bo that distin^^n thc^ appropriateness of kangaroo cloud in the* second 
situation tmni Us inappropriateness in the first, given that the referent 
of the compound i . tlie same in both cases. What seems to be involved 
is whether a relatinn is ^^appropriately cl. ^sificatory". and while there 
is clearly N\t(l< vi|L>*«M-tiuM)t amcmg the members of a cultural group and 



See alsf> l<H»ttiolfC 4 and above. 



-CIS 



ev^n jLttiutig all human beings about the classificatory usefulness of 
various relations (e.g. the look^like relation* the being*>annnstrument^ 
fur rclaticm* the being'-a^'part^of relation)^ there is room for individual 
variation. Thus in our culture clouds are not usually classified in terms 
of their resemblance to animals, but notice that they could be so classi- 
fiedt tor instance in a chi]dren*s game (in which context, as in the one 
previous»ly nteatii>neU. compounds such as kangaroo cloud» elephant 
cloud, cat cloud winild be quite appropriate.) In general transitory 
lucatums in time and space of unique objects are not classificatory 
features; thus I do not refer to a cat that happens to be sitting in a tree 
at the time that I observe it as a tree cat, because the property of sit- 
ting m a particular tree at a particular time is not relevant to my cat^* 
gorizatiun of cats. The dimension of classificatory relevance that I 
am trying to define here has something to do with the distinction between 
naming and description. Anything at all can be describedf but only relevant 
categi>ries are given names (I am talking here about common rather than 
proper names). To come back to the observers of the kangaroo •shaped 
cltiud: it would be most peculiar if the ENGLISH spoken by the first pair 
had a noun blick in it which meant 'kangaroo-shaped object*, while the 

existence of such a term in the ENGLISH of the second pair would be no 

17 

particular cause lor surprise. Now compounding is apparently in all 
languages in which it occurs primarily a device for creating new names, 
alti ough it should he observeti that not all nameworthy referents in such 
languages for which no name exists will necessarily be designated by 
a compound. But ti^ere is apparently no language, with the possible 
exception of S;VNSKRIT,in which the abovementioned cat would be designated 
by a compound, just as there is no language in which there are monomor- 
phemic words which mean *an x which happens to be a particular place 
at a particular timc**^** 

It IS unfortunately not easy to give a clear and generally valid definition 
of **namc*'as against ^description^ Is for instance an expression referring 
to an object and its material composition (e.g. wool glove ; notice the 



The existence of a tertn meaning 'kangaroo- shaped cloud* would, 
it is true, be surprising; that iB because its existence would imply the 
existence of other terms meaning *kangaroo-»shaped lake* *kangaroo«» 
shaped hush', etc. Compounding permits the creation of ad hoc names. 

IH 

It is not quite clear to me what exactly the situation in non-literary 
SANSKRIT was* From talking to a number of experts in the field I do at 
least get the feeling that speakers of Sanskrit were not likely to refer 
tt> .1 hull which happened tei he Htanding in a field by a compound equivalent 
to field bull. 
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•ecundary t primary stress pattern) a name? Certainly material 
composition is a widely used classificatory feature; why then are 
expressions such as wool glove not treated formally i.e. in terms 
of stress ««as compounds m ENGLISH? But while some data remain 
remarkably recalcitrants it seems to me that in general the naming 
function of compounds« which I would claim is based on the potentially 
classificatory nature of the relation between their constituents^ furnishes 
an important criterion for the appropriateness u£ cutnpounding in the 
great majority of cases, it might be instructive in this connection to 
look at an earlier discussion of the naming function of nominal expres- 
sions in general* In the Preface to Lees (19o0) \v« find the following 
passage: **We cannot get along with any single cotniiion noun to refer 
to a familiar object, but must have at every monu nt modifiers with 
which to construct new. more complex names to \ise for all the specific 
instances of that object which we encounter and \ .l\ a! Thus, we 

cannot, without extensive ambiguity, refer on every occasion to our 
favorite beverage by means of the single word coffee; instead we name 
its individual instances with such phrases as my coffee . that cold 
cup of coffee you left there . some fresh coffee on the shelf . a new 
brand of coffee . pretty tasteless coffee . Turkish coffee . etc . The re 
is no known limitation on the number of distinct objects for which we 
must at some time or other have distinctive names, and clearly no 
dictionary is large enough to contain them alL for a great many of the 
names which we employ have never before been uttered. (Lees 1960» 
xvii*xviii). Lees is quite right, except that he missed if X am right* 
that IS --the crucial distinction between naming and description. ThuSt 
of all the examples he gives only Turkish coffee (assuming it is used in 
the sense in which it is not synonymous with coffee from Turkey ) is a 
name, the other nominal expr<*««^ions are descriptions. Notice the oddity 
of some fresh shelf coffee if it s used in the sense of 'some fresh coffee 
which h^ippens to he mti a p.ir^K n1 ?t sbolf at some particul"»r time*. 
Notice further that it wouhl Hut c iy be most remarkable if ENGLISH had 
monornorphemic nouns tneaninji' '»tiy i-^ffee* or •that cold cup of coffee 
you left there' or 'a new brand oi cofff?e't although gluck as a noun 
referring to Turkish coffee does ant sicem especially surprising. Some 
correlation seen^s to exists also, between names and appropriate responses 
to the question 'What kind of X is that? ' (e*g. What kind of animal is 
that? A zebra.). Of the nominal expressions given by LeeSt only 
Turkish coffee is really a good answer to the question Wha^ ^ind of 



For some discussion of the different stress patterns associated 
with N ^ N seqtiences see the Appendix. 
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coffee tn that ? 

One further puint must be dealt with briefly. If one looks at appro- 
priate texts in GERMAN one cannot help being struck by the great 
profusion of ad hoc abstract compounds, many of which have no 
compounded counterparts in ENGLISH. Thus the following compounds 
all appear in Brekle (1970) -- and do not by any means constitute a 
complete listing 



Are these compounds appropriate in terms of the notions developed 
above? It seems to me that a reasonable case can be made for them 
as not contravening our criteria in spite of their obvious ad hoc nature. 
Where we are dealing with abstract nouns some of the criteria which 
militate against a speaker's regarding certain relationships antong 
concrete nouns as classificatory obviously do not apply; thus» there 
IS nothing corresponding to 'transitory location in space and time' for 
abstract nouns. Thus it could perhaps be said very tentatively, to 
be sttre tliat no abstract compound will ever violate the criterion of 
classificatoiy relevance, and that at least with respect to that criterion 
any abstract compound is acceptable. Whether this is true or not, seme 
language- apt. c if ic qualifications are obviously necessary. For while 
for example Tugendbc griff seems to be an acceptable GERMAN compound, 
virtue concept is a rather peculiar ENGLISH one. In general it is obvious 
that ENGLIS>{ is much less prone to abstract compound formation than 
GERMAN, ahhougli some do occur in ENGLISH too (thus sentence meaning 
cf. Sausinn a^ove seems possible). It is interesting that the great 
majority of t eatmentu of compounds have concentra*:ed on concrete 
compounds; < learly much work remains to be done on abstract ones. 

Unfortunately not all the expressions which I would like to call 
names constitute appropriate anrwors to such questions. Thus bus money 
is apparently not considered a kind of money, i.e. it would not (unlike 
francs . Canadian dollars . et<. . ) constitute an appropriate response to a 
question such as What kind of mf,nev did you take with you this morning? 
It seems that intended purpose djes not define kinds of things. Cf. also 
Henzen (l'>47. 2-3): "Das Dete 4 :ninativ=Kompositum antwortet auf die 
Frage: was fUr ein? (was (Hr einc Art?), die [syntaktische] Verbindung 
auf die Frage: welchcr? wessen? o.H,** 



/.week relation 

Verfahrensweisen 

Gegenstandsbegriff 

tnformationsdic hte 

Satzsinn 

Teilgebiet 

Teilsysiem 

Strukturtyp 

Synlaxbegnff 

Inhaltsibereich 



Aquivalenzbeziehung 

Sprachsystem 

Xotationssystem 

Grammatikmodell 

Sprachtheorie 

Modellbegriff 

Symbol in ventar 

Kompositionstyp 

Productivitfittsgrad 
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No attention has far been paid to tlie aistinctlon in ENGLISH between 
cutii pounds (characterized by a primary ♦ tertiary stress pattern) and 
what Lees has called 'nominal phrases' (secondary + primary), e.g. 
to use an example from Marchand (1969) summer'ho^ise vs. summer 
residence. Lees takes the view that there is no systematic derivational 
(and, presumably, semantic, although he does not say so) difference 
between l ie two (Lees 180-1). Marchand on the other hand sees a 

radical difference between them: 

"Whereas in GKUMAN any combination of subst.intivt » automatically 
becomes a cotnptmnd [i. j. has primary stress on the firiit elemcntj 
while a two strcsset! ^b/sb construction dous not exist, the rule in 
ENGLISH is the two- stressed syntactic group while fure-stress is tied 
up with special grammatical or semantic conditions. Aiiy substantive 
may be transposed to th»' role of determinant (modifier, satellite) in 
a combination where mother substantive is the determinatum (head, 
nucleus). Cf . court jester , government policy ; nothing but change 
of rank is implied in the adjunct position of court and governnraent * The 
use of substantives as afljoncts is a grammatical phenomenon, the "meaning" 
implied is mervly syntactic and can often be rendered in syntactic terms 
by a prepositional group such as '(the policy) of the government*, '(the 
jester) of the court'. A GERMAN compound thus may express semantic 
relatiortti a« well as mere syntactic relations while it« ENGLISH the latter 
functii.n IS rcacrvivl to a syntactic two-stressed group. This would create 
the difterence between sh/ sb compounds based on a permanent lexical 
relation such as uutumfr*^ hohse and trant; positional sb/sb combinations 
where a mere syntactic relation is expressed such as summer residence. 
^ au mnier-house is not merely a house inhabited in summer but a house 
of a particular style and construction which make it suitable for the warm 
season only. A summer residence, however, is merely '(someone's) 
residence in the summer', nothing more. Cf, also the difference between 
Christm a s tr^c and Christma s traffic . In principle, time and space are 
considered grammatical concepts in ENGLISH. Determination of a sub- 
stantive by another substantive denoting time or space lead to a double 
stressed syntactic group." (Marchand 1969, 25). 

March.tncl fhsii »Ra»»ihce between transpositional and semantic derivation 
(cf. also Mar^ l and In the former, no semantic element is added. 

Marchand claims that compounds always involve semantic derivation. 



" Marchand calls the latter type two-stressed and represents 
the stress pattern as '/'. 
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but to Biipporl this pnpitum he had to resort to some rather dubious 
arguments. Thus he regards comp»>unds with the second element store 
as the result of transpositional deri /ation (i.e. Bookstore is derived 
£rum store for books , or some similar expression, with no resulting 
semantic difference). To account for the stress pattern he claims 
that "the frequent occurrence of a word as second con»itituent is apt 
to give compound character to combinations with such words. " 
(Marchand I'lh'J. 23). And further: "The forestress of such combin- 
ations 18 thus due tu implicit contrast: each -man . "Shop, -store word 
IS automatically stressed on the first member to distinguish the com- 
bination from others of the same series. " (Marchand 1969. 24). With 
this contrast e x machina feature added his claim becomes very hard 
to refute. Still, why is birthday present stressed on the first clement? 
It can be associated with present for a birthday, and there do not seem 
to be all that many contrasting expressions around. And what about 
evening course ? If it implicitly contrasts with 'course given during 
the day', why doei. Christn>.tg traffic not contrast with non-Christmas 
traffic'' And why do some people who say Chrfstmas traffic say holiday 
traffic 

Furthermore. Marc hand's transpositional derivations are not in fact 
innocent of all semantic specialization. Thus I might refer to a car 
of mine which I permanently keep in New York as my New York car , 
but I would net use this expression for a car which somebody is driving 
for me from Providence to Philadelphia and which is currently in New 
York. Ana of course I would not cease to refer to my car which is 
permanently kept in New York as my New York car because it is currently 
in Stanford. So things are less simple than they S9enn. 

There is furthermore a great deal of dialect variation which is not 
compatible with the neat distinction that Marchand proposes. Thus 
we have cfittage cheese and c ottage chlese (Marchand would presumably 
expect this to be forestresse?! although he does not claim that 'semantic 
derivatives* are never two-stressed), chicken soup and chCcken s6up. 
^pple pie and a^plc pic . And to complicate matters further some people 
who say Spple pie say peach pte . 

Given that there are a lot of idosyncratic factors involved in the compound 
vs. nominal phrase distinction, it is probably still true that the relations 
typically embodied in nominal phrases are of a type rather different from 
what is found in most compounds. Thus time and space relations do often 
underlie such phrases, as do relations of materal composition (contrast 
gffld ring with goldsmtth) . And compounds do seem to have a greater 
tendency to become idiomatizcd. However, it would appear that the con- 
dition of a relation's being "appropriately classificatory* applies to most 
nominal phrases as well as to compounds. 
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